REMARKS 



1. Present Status of Patent Application 

This is a full and timely response to the outstanding Non-Final Office Action 
mailed April 20, 2010. In the present response, claims 1-4, 6-7, 14-18, 21, 23, 25, and 
30 have been amended. No new matter has been added with these amendments. 
Reconsideration and allowance of the application and presently pending claims 1-9 and 
14-34 are respectfully requested. 

2. Telephone Interview 

Assignee wishes to thank Examiner Bui for time spent with Assignee's 
representative, Charles W. Griggers, Reg. No. 47,283, during a telephone interview 
conducted on June 29, 2010, regarding the above-identified Office Action. During the 
interview, proposed amendments and arguments (contained herein) were discussed. A 
consensus was not reached as to whether the proposed amendments/arguments would 
place the claims in condition for allowance. Accordingly, Assignee respectfully requests 
the Examiner to consider the following remarks. 

3. Response to Rejection of Claims under 35 U.S.C. 5102 

Claims 1-7, 14-21, 23, 25, 26, 28, and 30-32 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
§1 02(e) as allegedly being anticipated by Odell (U.S. Patent No. 7,590,696). The 
rejection is traversed for at least the following reasons. 

a. Claims 1-7 

Independent claim 1 recites: 

A system for integrating communication services, comprising: 
a computer processor; 

a plurality of communication suites of communication services, 
each respective communication suite comprising: 

at least one of a plurality of communications accounts, each 
communications account associated with one of a plurality of 
communications services, the plurality of communications services 
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comprising a first communications service; and 

a respective option configuration, the respective option 
configuration comprising at least one configurable option for the first 
communications service, wherein each communication suite has a setting 
for the at least one configurable option ; 

a service interface layer associated with each communication 
suite, wherein the service interface layer instantiates a user agent for 
each communications service of the communication suite; and 

a tray manager that instantiates each of the service interface 
layers and regulates a level of communications that occurs between 
a respective service interface layer and user agents associated with 
the service interface layer, wherein the tray manager detects when a 
desktop component that is associated with one of the plurality of 
communication suites is active and then directs the service interface 
layer associated with the communication suite to assume an active 
status and directs a remainder of communication suites to assume 
an inactive status, whereby the user agents of inactive 
communication suites notify associated communications services of 
the inactive states of the communication suites, 

wherein the service interface layer for an active 
communication suite is directed by the tray manager to 
communicate directly to a user interface and a service interface layer 
for an inactive communication suite is directed by the tray manager 
to suppress communications with the user interface, 

wherein the setting associated with the active communication 
suite is implemented for the first communication service in lieu of 
recognizing the setting associated with the inactive communication 
suite 



(Emphasis added). 

Independent claim 1 is allowable for at least the reason that Odell fails to teach or 
suggest at least "a tray manager that instantiates each of the service interface layers 
and regulates a level of communications that occurs between a respective service 
interface layer and user agents associated with the service interface layer, wherein the 
tray manager detects when a desktop component that is associated with one of the 
plurality of communication suites is active and then directs the service interface layer 
associated with the communication suite to assume an active status and directs a 
remainder of communication suites to assume an inactive status, whereby the user 
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agents of inactive communication suites notify associated communications services of 
the inactive states of the communication suites, wherein the service interface layer for 
an active communication suite is directed by the tray manager to communicate directly 
to a user interface and a service interface layer for an inactive communication suite is 
directed by the tray manager to suppress communications with the user interface, 
wherein the setting associated with the active communication suite is implemented for 
the first communication service in lieu of recognizing the setting associated with the 
inactive communication suite," as emphasized above. 

For example, Odell discloses the linking of instant messaging accounts so that a 
graphical user interface of an instant messaging service can concurrently display contacts 
from buddy lists for each account within the interface and manage several accounts at 
once. Odell fails to disclose an arrangement comprising a plurality of communication 
suites, a tray manager, and service interface layers, such that a tray manager detects 
activity of a communication suite and directs a service interface layer associated with the 
communication suite to communicate with a user interface and directs a service interface 
layer associated with inactive communication suite(s) to suppress communications with the 
user interface. 

In particular, Odell fails to disclose that a suite of communication services are 
activated or deactivated based upon a desktop component associated with one of a 
member communication services being detected to be active. Accordingly, Odell does not 
teach or suggest at least "a tray manager that instantiates each of the service interface 
layers and regulates a level of communications that occurs between a respective 
service interface layer and user agents associated with the service interface layer, 
wherein the tray manager detects when a desktop component that is associated with 
one of the plurality of communication suites is active and then directs the service 
interface layer associated with the communication suite to assume an active status and 
directs a remainder of communication suites to assume an inactive status, whereby the 
user agents of inactive communication suites notify associated communications 
services of the inactive states of the communication suites, wherein the service 
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interface layer for an active communication suite is directed by the tray manager to 
communicate directly to a user interface and a service interface layer for an inactive 
communication suite is directed by the tray manager to suppress communications with 
the user interface, wherein the setting associated with the active communication suite is 
implemented for the first communication service in lieu of recognizing the setting 
associated with the inactive communication suite," as recited in claim 1 . 

As a result, claim 1 is patentable over Odell, and the rejection of claim 1 should 
be withdrawn. Since claims 2-7 depend from independent claim 1 and recite additional 
features, claims 2-7 are allowable over the cited art as a matter of law. Accordingly, the 
rejection of claims 2-7 should be withdrawn. 



b. Claims 14-16 

Independent claim 14 recites: 

A system for integrating communications services, comprising: 
a computer processor; 

a tray manager associating a first communications account of a first 
communications service with a first identifier; 

the tray manager associating a second communications account of 
a second communications service with the first identifier, wherein a first 
communications suite comprises the first communications account and the 
second communications account; 

the tray manager associating a first options configuration with the 
first identifier, the first options configuration comprising at least one 
configurable option for the first communications service; 

the tray manager associating a third communications account of the 
first communication service with a second identifier, wherein a second 
communications suite comprises the third communications account; 

the tray manager detecting that one of the communications 
accounts associated with the first identifier is being actively utilized; 
and 

a user interface display displaying, upon detection, in a large 
display area, information received from the first communications 
service via the first communications account according to the first 
options configuration and restricting, upon detection, the display of 
information associated with the third communications account to a 
small display area. 
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(Emphasis added). 

Independent claim 14 is allowable for at least the reason that Odell fails to teach 
or suggest at least "the tray manager detecting that one of the communications accounts 
associated with the first identifier is being actively utilized; a user interface display 
displaying, upon detection, in a large display area, information received from the first 
communications service via the first communications account according to the first 
options configuration and restricting, upon detection, the display of information 
associated with the third communications account to a small display area," as 
emphasized above. 

For example, Odell discloses the linking of instant messaging accounts so that a 
graphical user interface of an instant messaging service can concurrently display contacts 
from buddy lists for each account within the interface and manage several accounts at 
once. The Office Action construes a linked account's buddy list of a first user as being 
tantamount to a first communications account of a first communications service with a first 
identifier and also a second communications account of a second communications service 
with the first identifier. The Office Action further construes a linked account's buddy list of a 
second user as being tantamount to a third communications account of the first 
communications service with a second identifier. Whether the linked account's buddy list 
of the first user or the second user is shown on the graphical user interface of the instant 
messaging service is determined by which account is logged in by the respective user. 

Odell fails to disclose at least "the tray manager detecting that one of the 
communications accounts associated with the first identifier is being actively utilized; a 
user interface display displaying, upon detection, in a large display area, information 
received from the first communications service via the first communications account 
according to the first options configuration and restricting, upon detection, the display of 
information associated with the third communications account to a small display area," 
as recited in claim 14. 

As a result, claim 14 is patentable over Odell, and the rejection of claim 14 
should be withdrawn. Since claims 15-16 depend from independent claim 14 and recite 
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additional features, claims 15-16 are allowable over the cited art as a matter of law. 
Accordingly, the rejection of claims 15-16 should be withdrawn. 



c. Claim 17 

Independent claim 17 recites: 

A system for integrating communication services, comprising: 
a computer processor; and 

a tray manager associating a plurality of communications 
accounts with a first identifier, the plurality of communications 
accounts comprising a first communications account for a first 
communications service and a second communications account for 
a second communications service; 

the tray manager associating an options configuration with the 
first identifier, wherein the options configuration includes at least 
one configurable setting option related to the first communications 
service; 

the tray manager detecting that the second communications 
account for the second communications service associated with the 
first identifier is being actively utilized; and 

the tray manager implementing, upon detection, the options 
configuration associated with the first identifier including the at least 
one configurable setting option related to the first communications 
service. 

(Emphasis added). 

Independent claim 17 is allowable for at least the reason that Odell fails to teach 
or suggest at least "a tray manager associating a plurality of communications accounts 
with a first identifier, the plurality of communications accounts comprising a first 
communications account for a first communications service and a second 
communications account for a second communications service; the tray manager 
associating an options configuration with the first identifier, wherein the options 
configuration includes at least one configurable setting option related to the first 
communications service; the tray manager detecting that the second communications 
account for the second communications service associated with the first identifier is 
being actively utilized; and the tray manager implementing, upon detection, the options 
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configuration associated with the first identifier including the at least one configurable 
setting option related to the first communications service," as emphasized above. 

For example, Odell discloses the linking of instant messaging accounts so that a 
graphical user interface of an instant messaging service can concurrently display contacts 
from buddy lists for each account within the interface and manage several accounts for the 
same communications service at once. Odell fails to disclose detecting active use of one 
communications service causing implementation of a setting option associated with a 
different communication service. Accordingly, Odell does not teach or suggest at least "a 
tray manager associating a plurality of communications accounts with a first identifier, 
the plurality of communications accounts comprising a first communications account for 
a first communications service and a second communications account for a second 
communications service; the tray manager associating an options configuration with the 
first identifier, wherein the options configuration includes at least one configurable 
setting option related to the first communications service; the tray manager detecting 
that the second communications account for the second communications service 
associated with the first identifier is being actively utilized; and the tray manager 
implementing, upon detection, the options configuration associated with the first 
identifier including the at least one configurable setting option related to the first 
communications service," as recited in claim 17. 

As a result, claim 17 is patentable over Odell, and the rejection of claim 17 
should be withdrawn. 

d. Claims 18-21 , 23, 25, 26, and 28 
Independent claim 18 recites: 

A method for integrating communications services, comprising: 

associating a first communications account of a first 
communications service with a first identifier; 

associating a second communications account of a second 
communications service with the first identifier, wherein a first 
communications suite comprises the first communications account and the 
second communications account; 

associating a first options configuration with the first identifier, the 
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first options configuration comprising at least one configurable option for 
the first communications service; 

associating a third communications account of the first 
communication service with a second identifier, wherein a second 
communications suite comprises the third communications account; 

detecting that one of the communications accounts associated 
with the first identifier is being actively utilized; 

upon detection, displaying in a large display area, information 
received from the first communications service via the first 
communications account according to the first options 
configuration; and 

upon detection restricting the display of information associated 
with the third communications account to a small display area. 

(Emphasis added). 

Independent claim 18 is allowable for at least the reason that Ode// fails to teach 
or suggest at least "detecting that one of the communications accounts associated with 
the first identifier is being actively utilized; upon detection, displaying in a large display 
area, information received from the first communications service via the first 
communications account according to the first options configuration; and upon detection 
restricting the display of information associated with the third communications account 
to a small display area," as emphasized above. 

For example, Odell discloses the linking of instant messaging accounts so that a 
graphical user interface of an instant messaging service can concurrently display contacts 
from buddy lists for each account within the interface and manage several accounts at 
once. The Office Action construes a linked account's buddy list of a first user as being 
tantamount to a first communications account of a first communications service with a first 
identifier and also a second communications account of a second communications service 
with the first identifier. The Office Action further construes a linked account's buddy list of a 
second user as being tantamount to a third communications account of the first 
communications service with a second identifier. Whether the linked account's buddy list 
of the first user or the second user is shown on the graphical user interface of the instant 
messaging service is determined by which account is logged in by the respective user. 

Odell fails to disclose at least "detecting that one of the communications accounts 
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associated with the first identifier is being actively utilized; upon detection, displaying in 
a large display area, information received from the first communications service via the 
first communications account according to the first options configuration; and upon 
detection restricting the display of information associated with the third communications 
account to a small display area," as recited in claim 18. 

As a result, claim 18 is patentable over Odell, and the rejection of claim 18 
should be withdrawn. Since claims 19-21, 23, 25, 26, and 28 depend from independent 
claim 18 and recite additional features, claims 19-21, 23, 25, 26, and 28 are allowable over 
the cited art as a matter of law. Accordingly, the rejection of claims 19-21 , 23, 25, 26, and 
28 should be withdrawn. 



e. Claims 30-32 

Independent claim 30 recites: 

A method for integrating communication services, comprising: 
associating a plurality of communications accounts with a first 
identifier, the plurality of communications accounts comprising a 
first communications account for a first communications service and 
a second communications account for a second communications 
service; 

associating an options configuration with the first identifier, 
wherein the options configuration includes at least one configurable 
setting option related to the first communications service; 

detecting that the second communications account for the 
second communications service associated with the first identifier is 
being actively utilized; and 

upon detection, implementing the options configuration 
associated with the first identifier including the at least one 
configurable setting option related to the first communications service. 

(Emphasis added). 

Independent claim 30 is allowable for at least the reason that Odell fails to teach 
or suggest at least "associating a plurality of communications accounts with a first 
identifier, the plurality of communications accounts comprising a first communications 
account for a first communications service and a second communications account for a 
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second communications service; associating an options configuration with the first 
identifier, wherein the options configuration includes at least one configurable setting 
option related to the first communications service; detecting that the second 
communications account for the second communications service associated with the 
first identifier is being actively utilized; and upon detection, implementing the options 
configuration associated with the first identifier including the at least one configurable 
setting option related to the first communications service," as emphasized above. 

For example, Odell discloses the linking of instant messaging accounts so that a 
graphical user interface of an instant messaging service can concurrently display contacts 
from buddy lists for each account within the interface and manage several accounts for the 
same communications service at once. Odell fails to disclose detecting active use of one 
communications service causing implementation of a setting option associated with a 
different communication service. Accordingly, Odell does not teach or suggest at least 
"associating a plurality of communications accounts with a first identifier, the plurality of 
communications accounts comprising a first communications account for a first 
communications service and a second communications account for a second 
communications service; associating an options configuration with the first identifier, 
wherein the options configuration includes at least one configurable setting option 
related to the first communications service; detecting that the second communications 
account for the second communications service associated with the first identifier is 
being actively utilized; and upon detection, implementing the options configuration 
associated with the first identifier including the at least one configurable setting option 
related to the first communications service," as recited in claim 30. 

As a result, claim 30 is patentable over Odell, and the rejection of claim 30 
should be withdrawn. Since claims 31-32 depend from independent claim 30 and recite 
additional features, claims 31-32 are allowable over the cited art as a matter of law. 
Accordingly, the rejection of claims 31-32 should be withdrawn. 
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4. Response to Rejection of Claims under 35 U.S.C. 5103 

Claims 8, 33, and 34 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as allegedly 
being unpatentable over Odell in view of Agrawal (U.S. Patent No. 6,592,627). Claim 9 
has been rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as allegedly being unpatentable over Odell 
in view of Musil (U.S. Patent No. 7,525,951). Claim 22 has been rejected under 35 
U.S.C. §1 03(a) as allegedly being unpatentable over Odell in view of Musil further in 
view of Agrawal further in view of Chung (U.S. Patent Pub. No. 2004/01 1 7451 ). Claim 
24 has been rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as allegedly being unpatentable over 
Odell in view of Musil further in view of Agrawal. Claims 27 and 29 have been rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as allegedly being unpatentable over Odell. The rejections are 
traversed for at least the following reasons. 

a. Claims 27 and 29 

All of the claimed features of independent claim 18 are not taught and suggested by 
Odell, as previously discussed. Since claims 27 and 29 depend from independent claim 18 
and recite additional features, claims 27 and 29 are allowable over the cited art as a matter 
of law. Accordingly, the rejection of claims 27 and 29 should be withdrawn. 

b. Claims 8, 33, and 34 

All of the claimed features of independent claims 1 and 30 are not taught and 
suggested by Odell, as previously discussed. Further, Agrawal does not remedy the 
deficiencies of the cited art with respect to independent claims 1 and 30. Since claims 8, 
33, and 34 depend from respective independent claims 1 and 30 and recite additional 
features, claims 8, 33, and 34 are allowable over the cited art as a matter of law. 
Accordingly, the rejection of claims 8, 33, and 34 should be withdrawn. 
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c. Claim 9 

All of the claimed features of independent claim 1 are not taught and suggested by 
Odell, as previously discussed. Further, Musil does not remedy the deficiencies of the 
cited art with respect to independent claim 1 . Since claim 9 depends from independent 
claim 1 and recites additional features, claim 9 is allowable over the cited art as a matter of 
law. Accordingly, the rejection of claim 9 should be withdrawn. 

d. Claim 22 

All of the claimed features of independent claim 18 are not taught and suggested by 
Odell, as previously discussed. Further, Musil, Agrawal, and Chung do not remedy the 
deficiencies of the cited art with respect to independent claim 18. Since claim 22 depends 
from independent claim 18 and recites additional features, claim 22 is allowable over the 
cited art as a matter of law. Accordingly, the rejection of claim 22 should be withdrawn. 

e. Claim 24 

All of the claimed features of independent claim 18 are not taught and suggested by 
Odell, as previously discussed. Further, Musil and Agrawal do not remedy the deficiencies 
of the cited art with respect to independent claim 18. Since claim 24 depends from 
independent claim 18 and recites additional features, claim 24 is allowable over the cited 
art as a matter of law. Accordingly, the rejection of claim 24 should be withdrawn. 
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CONCLUSION 

Any other statements in the Office Action that are not explicitly addressed herein 
are not intended to be admitted. In addition, any and all findings of inherency are 
traversed as not having been shown to be necessarily present. Furthermore, any and 
all findings of well-known art and official notice, or statements interpreted similarly, 
should not be considered well known for at least the specific and particular reason that 
the Office Action does not include specific factual findings predicated on sound 
technical and scientific reasoning to support such conclusions. 

For at least the reasons set forth above, Assignee respectfully submits that all 
objections and/or rejections have been traversed, rendered moot, and/or 
accommodated, and that the pending claims are in condition for allowance. Favorable 
reconsideration and allowance of the present application and all pending claims are 
hereby courteously requested. In addition, Assignee reserves the right to address any 
comments made in the Office Action that were not specifically addressed herein. Thus, 
such comments should not be deemed admitted by the Assignee. If, in the opinion of 
the Examiner, a telephonic conference would expedite the examination of this matter, the 
Examiner is invited to call the undersigned agent at (770) 933-9500. 

Respectfully submitted, 

/Charles W. Griqqers/ 
Charles W. Griggers 
Reg. No. 47,283 

AT&T Legal Department - TKHR 

Attn: Patent Docketing 
One AT&T Way 
Room 2A-207 
Bedminster, NJ 07921 
Customer No.: 38823 
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